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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This Office Action is responsive to the Amendment filed on 1 2/04/2006. 

2. The indicated allowability of claims 4-1 0 and 1 5-22 is withdrawn In view of the 
newly discovered reference(s) to Mansell et al (Us Patent No. 6,493,1223) and 
Popovich et al. (US Patent No. 6,353,489). Rejections based on the newly cited 
reference(s) follow. 

Claim Rejections • 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary sicill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1-3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Roberson et al (US Patent No. 6,233,088 cited by applicant) in view of Mansell et al (US 
Patent No. 6,493,123). 

Regarding claim 1 , referring to Figures 1 , 3 and 4 Roberson et al teaches a 
method for an interrogator to identify an interrogated object, comprising the steps of: 

providing a light transceiver to the Interrogator (I.e., col. 3, lines 1-17, col. 7, 
lines 7-67, col. 8, lines 66-67 and col. 9, lines 1-55); 

associating a dynamic optical tag with the interrogated object, wherein the 
dynamic optical tag receives an output light beam from the light transceiver and 
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controllably reflects the output light beam back to the light transceiver as an input light 
beam, wherein the dynamic optical tag comprises 

a controllable light reflector that is controllable between a reflective 
state and a non-reflective state and having a modulation signal input, and 

a controller that provides the modulation signal input to the 
controllable light reflector; 

the interrogator transmitting an interrogation light beam from the light 
transceiver to the dynamic optical tag as the output light beam; 

the dynamic optical tag reflecting a modulated interrogation light beam 
back to the light transceiver as the input light beam; and 

the light transceiver receiving and analyzing the input light beam to 
determine an identity of the dynamic optical tag and the interrogated object (i.e., col. 3, 
lines 1-17, col. 7, lines 7-67, col. 8, lines 66-67 and col. 9, lines 1-55). 

Roberson et al. differs from claim 1 in that he does not specifically teach the 
reflected beam is modulated with information comprising tactical or status information. 
Mansell et al, from the same field of endeavor likewise teaches modulated retroreflector 
based optical identification system (Fig. 2). Mansell et al. Further teaches the reflected 
beam is modulated with information comprising status infomnation (i.e., Figs. 1 and 2, 
col. 5, lines 22-67 and col. 6, lines 1-12). Based on this teaching, it would have been 
obvious to one having skill in the art at the time the invention was made to incorporate 
the reflected beam is modulated with information comprising tactical or status 
information as taught by Mansell in the system of Roberson et al. One of ordinary skill in 
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the art would have been motivated to do this since allowing providing the identification 
infonnation and status infomnation from the interrogated object to the interrogator. 

Regarding claim 2, the combination of Roberson et al and Mansell et al teaches 
providing the interrogated object with a tag light receiver of the output light beam (i.e., 
col. 3 of Roberson et al, lines 1-17, col. 8, lines 66-67 and col. 9, lines 1-55, and Fig. 2 
of Mansell et al, col. 5, lines 22-67 and col, 6, lines 1-12). 

Regarding claim 3, the combination of Roberson et al and Mansell et al teaches 
providing the controllable light reflector comprising a micro electro-mechanical 
system comer cube array (i.e., col. 3 of Roberson et al. lines 31-40, col. 6, lines 32-39 
and col. 7, lines 7-67). 

5. Claims 4-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Roberson et al (US Patent No. 6,233,088) In view of Mansell et al (US Patent No. 
6,493,123) and further in view of Popovich et al (US Patent No. 6,353,489). 

Regarding claims 4 andIO, Roberson et al as modified by Mansell et al teaches 
all the aspects of the claimed invention except fails to teach positioning a field of regard 
broadening structure overlying the controllable light reflector. However, Popovich et al 
(US Patent No. 6,353,489) teaches positioning a field of regard broadening structure 
overlying the controllable light reflector (i.e.. Fig. 2, col. 3, lines 10-67, col. 4, lines 1-12, 
col. 5, lines 46-67 and col. 6, lines 1-2). Based on this teaching, it would have been 
obvious to one having skill in the art at the time the invention was made to incorporate 
the positioning a field of regard broadening stmcture overlying the controllable light 
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reflector as taught by Popovich et al in the system of Roberson et a! modified by 
Mansell et al. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do this since 
allowing the interrogator can obtain the information about the interrogated object over a 
wide angular field of regard. 

Regarding claim 5, the combination of Roberson et al, Mansell et al and 
Popovich et al teaches positioning a volume hologram overlying the comrollable light 
reflector (i.e., Fig. 2 of Popovich et al, col. 3, lines 10-67, col. 4, lines 1-12, col. 5, lines 
46-67 and col. 6, lines 1-2). 

Regarding claim 6, the combination of Roberson et al, Mansell et al and 
Popovich et al teaches positioning at least two volume holograms overlying the 
controllable light reflector (i.e.. Fig. 2 of Popovich et al, col. 3, lines 10-67, col. 4, lines 1- 
12, col. 5. lines 46-67 and col. 6, lines 1-2). 

Regarding claim 7, the combihatipn of Roberson et al, Mansell et al and 
Popovich et al teaches positioning at least two volume holograms overlying the 
controllable light reflector, wherein the at least two volume holograms are in a side-by- 
side relation (i.e.. Fig. 2 of Popovich et al, col. 3, lines 10-67. col. 4, lines 1-12, col. 5, 
lines 46-67 and coL 6, lines 1-2). 

Regarding claims 8 and 9, the combination of Roberson et al, Mansell et al and 
Popovich et al teaches positioning at least two volume holograms overlying the 
controllable light reflector wherein the at leat two volume holograms are in a 
superimposed relation (i.e., Figs. 1-8 of Popovich et al, coL 3, lines 10-67, col. 4, lines 
1-12, col. 5, lines 46-67 and col. 6, lines 1-2). 
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6. Claims 1 1-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Roberson et al (US Patent No. 6,233,088) in view of Popovich et al (US Patent No. 
6,353.489). 

Regarding claim 1 1 , Roberson et al teaches all the aspects of the claimed 
invention as set forth in the rejection to claim 1 above except fails to teach the 
controllable light reflector reflects over a field of regard of greater than 90 degrees 
relative to the controllable light reflector. However. Popovich et al (US Patent No. 
6,353,489) teaches the controllable light reflector reflects over a field of regard of 
greater than 90 degrees relative to the controllable light reflector (i.e.. Fig. 2, col. 3, 
lines 10-67, col. 4, lines 1-12, col. 5. lines 46-67 and col. 6, lines 1-2). Based on this 
teaching, it would have been obvious to one having skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to incorporate the controllable light reflector reflects over a field of 
regard of greater than 90 degrees relative to the controllable light reflector as taught 
by Popovich et al in the system of Roberson et al. One of ordinary skill in the art would 
have been motivated to do this since allowing the interrogator can obtain the information 
about the interrogated object over a wide angular field of regard. 

Regarding claim 12, the combination of Roberson et al and Popovich et al 
teaches the light transceiver comprises a laser light source that produces the output 
light beam, a light receiver that receives the input light beam, and an optical system 
through which the output light beam and the input light beam are directed (i.e., col. 
3 of Roberson et al, lines 31-40, col. 6, lines 32-39 and col. 7, lines 7-67). 
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Regarding claim 13, the combination of Roberson et a! and Popovich et al 
teaches wherein the controllable light reflector comprises a micro electro-mechanical 
system corner cube array (i.e., col. 3 of Roberson et al, lines 31-40, col. 6, lines 32-39 
and col. 7, lines 7-67). 

Regarding claim 14, the combination of Roberson et al and Popovich et al 
teaches the dynamic optical tag further includes a tag light receiver operable to receive 
the output light beam (i.e., col. 3 of Roberson et al, lines 31-40, col. 6, lines 32-39 and 
col. 7, lines 7-67). 

Regarding claim 15, the combination of Roberson et al and Popovich et al 
teaches a light reflecting structure, and a field-of-regard broadening surface overlying 
the light-reflecting structure (i.e., Fig. 2 of Popovich et al, col. 3, lines 10-67, col. 4, lines 
1-12, col. 5, lines 46-67 and col. 6, lines 1-2). 

Regarding claims 16-22, the combination of Roberson et al and Popovich et al 
teaches the controllable light reflector comprises a light reflecting structure, and a 
volume hologram overlying the light reflecting structure (i.e.. Fig. 2 of Popovich et al, 
col. 3, lines 10-67, col. 4, lines 1-12, col. 5, lines 46-67 and col. 6, lines 1-2). 

Response to Arguments 

7. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-22 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 
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8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Hanh Phan whose telephone number is (571)272-3035. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jason Chan, can be reached on (571)272-3022. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (571)273-8300. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703)305- 



4700. 
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